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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

2. Claims 1-52 are presented for examination. 

3. Claims 1 , 25, 42, 43, 51 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 1 misses "." at the end. 

Claims 25, 51 recite "one os C, OLE" in lines 2 and 1m respectively, which 
appears to be "one of C, OLE". 

Claims 42, 43 recite "the step of: causes" in lines 2-3, which appears to be "the 
step of: causing". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 11, 12, 15, 27, 28, 30, 31, 33, 37, 38, 41 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 
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Claim 1 recites "an interface mechanism" in line 8, whereas claims 4, 5, 7, 8 
recite "the interface" which lacks antecedent basis and is inconsistent with claim 1 . 

Claim 1 further recites "the server" in line 3, which lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 2 recites "the plugin implementations" in lines 3-4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 11, 12 recite "the engine" and "the engine" in line 2, respectively. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for each of the limitations in the claim. 

Regarding claims 27, 28, 30, 31, 33, note the rejection of claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 

above. 

Regarding claims 37, 38, note the rejection of claims 11, 12, above. 

Claim 41 recites "the implementation function" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Due to the multiple occurrence of the 1 1 2/2 nd issues in the claims as filed, it is 
recommended that applicant correct any other possible such occurrence in the pending 
claims. 

Claim 15 recites "may include" in line 2. It is not clear whether the inclusion is 
required. 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1, 26, 27, 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Brobst et al (U S Pat. 5,893,106). 
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As to claim 1, Brobst teaches a framework architecture system (00 server 
framework) for allowing a client application (client) to communicate with a server 
component application (server), comprising: 

a server engine (server main) for providing client access to the server, the server 
engine further including (fig. 4): 

a server component (SmServer class) for providing a service (whose 
objects act as hosts of service objects, col. 9, lines 30-38); 

an implementation (service object SO) within the server component for 
providing functions of the service (actually perform server function, col. 8, lines 2-7); 
and, 

an interface mechanism (server objects) for allowing a client application to 
access the implementation (primary interface between server and client, col. 3, lines 
46-55). 

As to claims 26, 52, Brobst teaches the implementation is a software extension 
(extensions, col. 2, lines 50-54). 

As to claim 27, it is a method claim of claim 1, thus note claim 1 for discussion. 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which the subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

9. Claims 2, 3, 11-14, 28, 29, 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brobst et al as applied to claims 1 , 27 and in view of Hayes (U S Pat. 
6,006,279). 
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As to claim 2, Brobst teaches a plurality of implementations (objects of Service 
Object, col. 3, lines 55-62), but fails to teach the interface mechanism allows the client 
application to select and access one of plugin implementations. 

Hayes teaches a framework architecture (plug-in host framework), wherein an 
interface mechanism allows the client application to select and access one of multiple 
plugin implementations (creatPluginMenu(), invokePlugin(), col. 6, lines 3-10, 43-55; col. 
7, lines 18-24, 31-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to allow the client 
application to select and access one of multiple plugin implementations via the interface 
mechanism in Brobst. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the teachings of Brobst and Hayes because this would have simplified the 
interface to access plugin modules (Hayes, col. 1, line 66 - col. 2, line 3; col. 2, lines 56- 
61). 

As to claim 3, Hayes teaches the implementation is a plugin implementation 
(plugin class, col. 8 line 61 - col. 9, line 2). Hayes teaches the implementation can be 
replaced by another implementation at run time in that the plugins are DLLs (col. 7, lines 
59-62) which are typically loaded when needed and unloaded when no longer needed. 
Note discussion of claim 2 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claim 1 1 , Hayes teaches the implementations/plugins are plugged into an 
engine and removed from the engine by a registration process (plugin manager 40, col. 
8, line 1- col. 9, line 2). Note discussion of claim 2 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claims 12-14, Brobst as modified by Hayes teaches (Hayes) the 
implementation is stored in a container that is loaded by the engine at run-time (plug-in 
folder, col. 8, lines 32-46), the container is a dynamic loadable library (DLL, col. 7, lines 
59-67), the container contains multiple plugins [inherent to Hayes], Note discussion of 
claim 2 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claim 28, note discussion of claim 2 and Hayes further teaches the plurality 
of plugin implementations are provided by the interface (plugin folder, plug-n class, col. 
8, lines 32-64). Note discussion of claim 2 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claims 29, 37-40, these are method claims of claims 3, 11-14, thus note 
claims 3, 11-14, respectively, for discussions. 
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10. Claims 4-10, 18-25, 30-36, 44-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brobst et al as applied to claims 1 , 27 and in view of Foody et al (U S 
Pat. 5,732,270). 

As to claim 4, Foody teaches a framework architecture, including an interface 
definition specification (class description framework 2, object exporting framework 7) for 
the functions provided by the implementation of the server component. Col. 10,1 ine 63 - 
col. 12, line 8; col. 16, line 9 - col. 17, line 2. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
include an interface definition specification into Brobst. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to combine the teachings of Brobst and Foody because this 
would have provided bi-directional interoperability with other supported object systems 
(col. 6, lines 47-59) and as alternative to interactive construction (col. 7, lines 48-53). 

As to claim 5, Foody teaches the interface presents a data type structure 
according to the interface definition (meta data object) of which each member of the 
data type structure is a function pointer to the implementation functions (point to 
method table) implementing the services defined by the interface (col. 17, lines 23-35). 
Note discussion of claim 4 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claim 6, Foody teaches an interface namespace containing a record for 
each interface (adapter namespace, view namespace, OSA registry, col. 10, lines 10- 
62). Note discussion of claim 4 for a motivation to combine. It is noted that interface 
identifiers are typically used in systems such as COM (col. 17, line 1) to address 
interfaces. 

As to claims 7-10, Foody teaches each interface is associated with a version of 
the interface (for a particular object system/OSA 10), multiple implementations for an 
interface (proxy 70, proxy 72), multiple interfaces providing a same implementation 
(object 69 implements proxies 70 and 72), an implementation inherits from another 
implementation of the same interface a subset of interface methods and functions (fig. 
13). Note discussion of claim 4 for a motivation to combine. 
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As to claim 18, Foody teaches a registry for persistent storage of 
implementations (libraries, col. 7, line 48). Note discussion of claim 4 for a motivation to 
combine. 

As to claim 19, Brobst teaches a realization mechanism (construct service 
objects, col. 2, lines 31-39) for allowing a client application to realize an 
implementation, and Foody teaches an implementation/service object includes a v 
table (proxy object), private data store (VCIassData), and per-instance data structure 
(method table for proxy object). See fig. 10; col. 17, lines 23-35. Note discussion of 
claim 4 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claims 20, 21, it is noted that these features are typical to proxy generation 
and proxied communication. Further, Foody teaches logic for retrieving information 
stored within the plugins v table, private data store, and per-instance data structure 
(retrieve), copying the information to a proxy v table (construct proxy object), and 
returning a pointer to the proxy v table to the client (AcquireProxy returns), a client 
uses this pointer to thereafter communicate with the interface implementation [this is 
inherent to a typical proxied communication]. Col. 17, lines 23-66; fig. 10. Note 
discussion of claim 4 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claims 22-25, Brobst as modified by Foody teaches the implementation is a 
software personality (Foody, heterogeneous software/object systems). Since Tuxedo, 
Jolt, and AMS are well known software systems and therefore, it would have been 
obvious to include them into the system of Brobst as modified by Foody. Brobst as 
modified by Foody further teaches (Foody) programming attitude (programming 
language environment), including one of C, OLE, or Cobol (OLE, as in COM). 

As to claims 30-36, 44-51, these are method claims of claims 4-10, 18-25, thus 
note claims 4-10, 18-25, respectively, for discussions. 

1 1 . Claims 1 5, 1 7, 41 , 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brobst et al as applied to claims 1 , 27 and in view of Kukura et al (U S Pat. 
6,633,923). 
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As to claim 15, Kukura teaches a framework architecture (ART framework), 
including an interceptor (one or more interceptors) for adding services (direct to next 
interceptor) to the server component (col. 3, line 52-65; col. 6, lines 34-63). It is noted 
that the indefinite limitation "may include" is interpreted as "may or may not include". 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to include an interceptor into Brobst. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings of Brobst 
and Kukura because this would have provided flexible, robust middleware engine 
(Kukura, col. 3, lines 56-65). 

As to claim 17, Kukura teaches the interceptor is a stack interceptor (interceptor 
at protocol interaction level) which during the realization of an interface implementation 
(chained interceptors) causes each plugin in an interception sequence to be 
instantiated in turn (direct to next interceptor). Col. 6, lines 34-63. Note discussion of 
claim 15 for a motivation to combine. 

As to claims 41, 43, note discussion of claims 15, 17 and Kukura teaches 
combining (server generates interceptors, col. 3, line 66 - col. 4, Iine4). Note 
discussion of claim 15 for a motivation to combine. 

12. Claims 16, 42 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 
35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sue Lao whose telephone number is (703) 305-9657. A 
voice mail service is also available at this number. The examiner's supervisor, SPE 
Meng-Ai An, can be reached on (703) 305 9678. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday, from 9AM to 5PM. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872 9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 

Sue Lao 
July 22, 2004 



SUE LAO 
i ' EXAMINER 



